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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . This communication is responsive to the Amendment filed 7 October 2008. 

2. Claims 6-1 8, 20 and 23-37 are pending in this application. Claims 6, 8, 1 0, 1 1 , 
12, 15, 18 and 23 are independent. In the Amendment filed 7 October 2008, claims 6, 
9, 12, 18 and 23 are amended. This action is made Final. 

3. The prior art rejections of claims 6-18, 20 and 23-37 have been maintained. 

Claim Objections 

4. The objections to claims 9, 13 and 14 have been withdrawn. However, it is noted 
that claim 9 has been amended to state a method, where as the claim previously stated 
a system. The claim does not contain the proper underlining and strikethrough of the 
terms. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

5. The rejections of Claims 6, 7, 12-14, 18, 19 and 23-37 under 35 U.S.C. 101 have 
been withdrawn as necessitated by amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
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granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

7. Claims 12-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by US 
Patent No 6,076,078 to Camp et al (hereafter Camp). 

Referring to claim 12, Camp discloses a distributed system using a two-phase 
commit protocol, said system characterized as a composite system comprising at least 
one computer processor (see abstract), the system comprising 

a plurality of processes; each process having an interface and implementing at 
least one respective service defined by that interface (see Fig 2); 

each or any two-phase commit message exchange between processes also 
carrying information about the actual work being committed [token] (see column 6, lines 
25-40; Fig 3; column 8, lines 60-67 and column 1 1 , lines 45-56). 

Referring to claim 13, Camp discloses the system of claim 12, such information 
being logged for recoverability in the event of a crash, such information being used for 
assistance at any time before, during or after global commitment (see column 9, lines 
52-57). 

Referring to claim 14, Camp discloses the system of claim 12 or 13, wherein 
any globalCommit requires a registration [archive], and wherein the registration for a 
globalCommit also carries information about the actual work being committed [token] 
(see column 7, lines 7-16). 
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Referring to claim 15, Camp discloses a method for use in a distributed system, 
said system characterized as a composite system, the system comprising a plurality of 
processes; each process having an interface and implementing at least one respective 
service defined by that interface (see Fig 2), the method comprising the step of: for each 
or any globalCommit message exchange between processes also carrying information 
about the actual work being committed [token] (see column 6, lines 25-40 and column 
11, lines 45-56). 

Referring to claim 16, Camp discloses the method of claim 15 further eg the 
step of logging for recoverability in the event of a crash, such information being used for 
assistance at any time before, during or after global commitment (see column 9, lines 
52-57). 

Referring to claim 17, Camp discloses the method of claim 15 or 16 further 
comprising the step of propagating a registration [archive] for a global commit, and 
wherein the registration for a globalCommit also carries information about the actual 
work being committed [token] (see column 7, lines 7-16). 

8. Claims 18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by US Patent No 6,457,065 to Rich et al (hereafter Rich). 

Referring to claim 18, Rich discloses a distributed system, said system 
characterized as a composite system (see abstract), the system comprising 
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a plurality of processes; each process having an interface and implementing at 
least one respective transactional service defined by that interface (see column 10, lines 
1-41); 

wherein a root transactional invocation or, alternatively, a root's human user is 
allowed to dynamically set its or his concurrency preferences for an entire transactional 
invocation; wherein the root invocation propagates the concurrency preferences with 
each or any child invocation it makes in order to provide improved customization; 
wherein the propagated concurrency preferences at any level in the root invocation's 
invocation hierarchy specify the extent to which shared resource access is desired or 
allowed or denied among descendant transactional invocations of the root invocation or 
user and other, concurrent transactional invocations who are also descendants of the 
same root (see column 7, line 66 - column 8, line 18). 

Referring to claim 20, Rich discloses the system of claim 19 wherein each 
invocation propagates the concurrency preferences as it has received them from the 
root invocation (see column 7, line 66 - column 8, line 18). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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10. Claims 6-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Patent No 6,457,065 to Rich et al (hereafter Rich) in view of US Patent No 
6,272,515 to Fouquet (hereafter Fouquet). 

Referring to claim 6, Rich discloses a data management system, said system 
characterized as a composite system comprising at least one processor (see abstract), 
the system comprising 

a plurality of processes; each process having an interface and implementing at 
least one respective service defined by that interface (see column 10, lines 1-41); 

a first invocation of the at least one respective service by a transaction resulting 
in the creation of a first transaction [Child Tx 41 1] local to the process [Node_1 401] 
thereof, the first local transaction being a child of the invoking transaction [Top-level Tx 
410] and being parent of any transaction triggered by invocation of a service of another 
process [Child Tx 413] (see column 9, lines 41-67 and Fig 4A); 

a second invocation of the at least one respective service by a transaction 
resulting in the creation of a second transaction [child Tx 412] local to the process 
[Node_1 401] thereof, the second local transaction being a child of the invoking 
transaction [Top-level Tx 410] and being parent of any transaction triggered by 
invocation of a service of another process [Child Tx 415] (see column 9, lines 41-67); 

each process further characterized in that each transaction local thereto is 
independently handled at the process (see column 10, lines 31-41 and column 13, lines 
8-14); 
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each process making scheduling and recovery decisions independent of any 
centralized component (see column 10, lines 31-41 and column 13, lines 8-14). 

However, Rich fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation of each process 
characterized in that if the first transaction and the second transaction conflict but are 
both children of a same invoking transaction, then the first transaction and the second 
transaction are not executed concurrently. Fouquet discloses scheduling distributed 
transactions (see abstract), including the further limitation of each process characterized 
in that if the first transaction and the second transaction conflict but are both children of 
a same invoking transaction, then the first transaction and the second transaction are 
not executed concurrently (see column 2, line 62 - column 3, line 7). 

It would have been obvious to utilize the step of determining whether or not to 
process sibling transactions as disclosed by Fouquet with the distributed transactions of 
Rich. One would have been motivated to do so in order to allow for conflicts of 
execution between operations of different transactions (Fouquet: see column 1, lines 
42-49). 

Referring to claim 7, the combination of Rich and Fouquet (hereafter 
Rich/Fouquet) discloses the system of claim 6 wherein a root transaction is able to 
dynamically set concurrency preferences for a resulting distributed transaction, based 
on client needs, wherein the concurrency preferences specify the extent to which 
shared resource access is desired or allowed or denied among descendant transaction 
invocations of the root invocation or user and other, concurrent transaction invocations 
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who are also descendants of the same root (Rich: see column 7, line 66 - column 8, 
line 18). 

Referring to claim 8, Rich discloses a method for use with a data management 
system, said system characterized as a composite system comprising at least one 
processor (see abstract), the system comprising 

a plurality of processes; each process having an interface and implementing at 
least one respective transactional service defined by that interface (see column 10, lines 
1-41); 

invocation of the at least one respective transactional service by a thread [query] 
of the invoking transaction and being parent of any transaction triggered by invocation 
of a transactional service of another process (see column 9, lines 41-67; column 17, 
lines 47-57; and Fig 4A); 

each process further characterized in that each transaction local thereto is 
independently handled at the process (see column 10, lines 31-41 and column 13, lines 
8-14); 

each process making scheduling and recovery decisions independent of any 
centralized component triggered by invocation of a transactional service of another 
process, each process further characterized in that each transaction local thereto is 
independently handled at the process, each process making scheduling and recovery 
decisions independent of any centralized component (see column 10, lines 31-41 and 
column 13, lines 8-14). 
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However, Rich fails to disclose the further limitation of the method. Fouquet 
discloses scheduling distributed transactions (see abstract), including the further 
limitation of the method comprising the steps of: 

propagating from a first process to a second process a message indicative of a 
globalCommit operation with respect to a root transaction, said message also indicative 
of a number [counter] or identifying list of transactional invocations which the first 
process has made to the second process on behalf of the root transaction (see column 
3, lines 31-36); 

within the second process, comparing the number or list indicated in the 
message with a count or list within the second process of the number or list of 
transactional invocations which have been made on behalf of the root transaction (see 
column 3, lines 45-52); 

in the event the comparison yields a non-match, aborting the transaction (see 
column 3, lines 45-52). 

It would have been obvious to utilize the step of determining whether to abort the 
transaction as disclosed by Fouquet with the distributed transactions of Rich. One 
would have been motivated to do so in order to allow for conflicts of execution between 
operations of different transactions (Fouquet: see column 1, lines 42-49). 

Referring to claim 9, Rich/Fouquet discloses the system of claim 8, wherein 
each process is executed using Java (see column 7, lines 25-29). 

Referring to claim 10, Rich discloses a method for use with a data management 
system, said system characterized as a composite system (see abstract), the system 
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comprising a plurality of processes, each process having an interface and implementing 
at least one respective service defined by that interface (see column 10, lines 1-41), 
invocation of the at least one respective service by a transaction resulting in the creation 
of a transaction local to the process thereof, the local transaction being a child of the 
invoking transaction and being parent of any transaction triggered by invocation of a 
service of another process (see column 9, lines 41-67; column 17, lines 47-57; and Fig 
4A), each process further characterized in that each transaction local thereto is 
independently handled at the process, each process making scheduling and recovery 
decisions independent of any centralized component (see column 10, lines 31-41 and 
column 13, lines 8-14). 

However, Rich fails to disclose the further limitation of the method. Fouquet 
discloses scheduling distributed transactions (see abstract), including the further 
limitation of the method comprising the steps of: 

propagating from a first process to a second process a message indicative of a 
globalCommit operation with respect to a root transaction, said message also indicative 
of a number [counter] or identifying list of invocations which the first process has made 
to the second process on behalf of the root transaction (see column 3, lines 31-36); 

within the second process, comparing the number or list indicated in the 
message with a count or list within the second process of the number or list of 
invocations which have been made on behalf of the root transaction (see column 3, 
lines 45-52); 
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in the event the comparison yields a match, proceeding with the globalCommit 
(see column 3, lines 45-52). 

It would have been obvious to utilize the step of determining whether to abort the 
transaction as disclosed by Fouquet with the distributed transactions of Rich. One 
would have been motivated to do so in order to allow for conflicts of execution between 
operations of different transactions (Fouquet: see column 1, lines 42-49). 

Referring to claim 11, Rich discloses a method for use with a data management 
system, said system characterized as a composite system (see abstract), the system 
comprising a plurality of processes, each process having an interface and implementing 
at least one respective service defined by that interface (see column 10, lines 1-41), 
invocation of the at least one respective service by a transaction resulting in the creation 
of a transaction local to the process thereof, the local transaction being a child of the 
invoking transaction and being parent of any transaction triggered by invocation of a 
service of another process (see column 9, lines 41-67; column 17, lines 47-57; and Fig 
4A), each process further characterized in that each transaction local thereto is 
independently handled at the process, each process making scheduling and recovery 
decisions independent of any centralized component (see column 10, lines 31-41 and 
column 13, lines 8-14). 

However, Rich fails to disclose the further limitation of the method. Fouquet 
discloses scheduling distributed transactions (see abstract), including the further 
limitation of the method comprising the steps of: 



Application/Control Number: 10/707,644 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2167 

propagating from a first process to a second process a message indicative of a 
globalCommit operation with respect to a root transaction, said message also indicative 
of a number [counter] or identifying list of invocations which the first process has made 
to the second process on behalf of the root transaction (see column 3, lines 31-36); 

within the second process, comparing the number or list indicated in the 
message with a count or list within the second process of the number or list of 
invocations which have been made on behalf of the root transaction (see column 3, 
lines 45-52); 

in the event the comparison yields a non-match, aborting the transaction (see 
column 3, lines 45-52). 

It would have been obvious to utilize the step of determining whether to abort the 
transaction as disclosed by Fouquet with the distributed transactions of Rich. One 
would have been motivated to do so in order to allow for conflicts of execution between 
operations of different transactions (Fouquet: see column 1, lines 42-49). 

1 1 . Claims 23-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US No 6,457,065 to Rich et al in view of US Patent No 6,233,585 to Gupta et al 
(hereafter Gupta). 

Referring to claim 23, Rich et al disclose a computerized data management 
system, referred to as transactional service, comprising: 
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one or more operations that can be invoked by remote clients; Some or all such 
remote clients having one or more associated transaction contexts (see column 10, 
lines 1-41). 

However, Rich fails to explicitly disclose the further limitations. Gupta et al 
discloses a transaction system (see abstract), including the further limitations of an 
invocation of the service by a remote client also containing partial or complete 
information indicating or containing said client's transaction context or contexts (see 
column 8, lines 10-51); an invocation of the service, by a remote client, of an operation 
leading to a new transaction different from, but possibly related to, any existing client 
transaction (see column 5, lines 16-19); such an operation-level transaction being 
committed before the client transaction context is terminated before globalCommit 
notification (see column 12, lines 28-57); the transactional service locally maintaining an 
undo operation for such a committed operation (see column 6, lines 12-20); and a failing 
or failed remote client transaction context leading to the execution of the locally 
maintained of the undo operations of the corresponding committed invocations in the 
transactional service (see column 7, lines 42-46) in order to provide recoverability. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the feature of undo operations as disclosed by Gupta et al with the 
management system of Rich. One would have been motivated to do so in order to 
provide recoverability. 

Referring to claim 24, Rich/Gupta discloses the system of claim 23 where some 
or all undo operations are executed in an order that is the reverse of an order of their 
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original counterparts (Gupta et al: see column 9, line 66 - column 10, line 2 - rollback is 
considered to represent undo; first-in-last-out is considered to represent reverse order). 

Referring to claim 25, Rich/Gupta discloses the system of claim 23 where in 
addition the undo operations are chosen or defined in the same system as the one 
where corresponding normal operations were executed (Gupta et al: see column 12, 
lines 46-56). 

Referring to claim 26, Rich/Gupta discloses the system of claim 23 where some 
or all undo operations are unknown to the transactional context of a remote client 
(Gupta et al: see column 12, lines 11-12). 

Referring to claim 27, Rich/Gupta discloses the system of claim 23 where some 
or all undo operations are executed after a timeout and independent of whether the 
client's transaction context outcome requires such undo (Gupta et al: see column 12, 
lines 11-12). 

Referring to claim 28, Rich/Gupta discloses the system of claim 23 wherein an 
undo operation with respect to an original operation, where an undo operation's effects 
are confined to data managed by the service on which the undo operation is 
maintained, even if the respective original operation involved other services (Gupta et 
al: see column 12, lines 45-56). 

Referring to claim 29, Rich/Gupta discloses the system of claim 23 where the 
service keeps locks on transactions to ensure that undo operations can be executed 
correctly (Gupta et al: see column 9, lines 19-21). 
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Referring to claim 30, Rich/Gupta discloses the system of claim 23 where client 
context-related information is also part of any global commit message exchanges 
(Gupta et al: see column 10, lines 4-7). 

Referring to claim 31, Rich/Gupta discloses the system of claim 23 where client 
context information includes application-specific data (Gupta et al: see column 10, lines 
4-7 - the context relates to the transaction which is considered to be application- 
specific). 

Referring to claim 32, Rich/Gupta discloses system of claim 31 where all or part 
of the context information is logged, by storing on persistent storage, and retrievable by 
a human. Administrator (Gupta et al: see column 8, lines 11-14). 

Referring to claim 33, Rich/Gupta discloses system of claim 23 where the 
service accepts messages indicative of which previously committed operations have to 
be undone (Gupta et al: see column 1 1 , lines 1-7). 

Referring to claim 34, Rich/Gupta discloses system of claim 23 where the 
service accepts messages indicative of which previously committed operations do not 
have to be undone (Gupta et al: see column 1 1 , lines 1 -7). 

Referring to claim 35, Rich/Gupta discloses the system of claim 23 where some 
or all invocations are message-based or asynchronous (Gupta et al: see column 3, lines 
1-4). 

Referring to claim 36, Rich/Gupta discloses system of claim 23 where some or 
all invocations are synchronous (Gupta et al: see column 3, lines 1-4). 
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Referring to claim 37, Rich/Gupta discloses system of claim 23 where the client 
can request the undo executions of its invocations at the service while still allowing 
globalCommit (Gupta et al: see column 12, lines 28-56). 

Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments filed in regards to the prior art rejections have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. 

1 3. Referring to Applicant's arguments on page 1 6, the Applicant states that 
"Because the entire content of Foquet was maintained in secrecy within the USPTO 
pursuant to 37 CFR section 1 .14, until August 7, 2001 , the Applicant's attorney 
questions the assertion made in the Office Action." The Applicant also states this 
argument in regards with Rich et al. 

The examiner points out that both of these references qualify as prior art under 
1 02(e). It is not a requirement for art that qualifies as prior art under 1 02(e) to be 
published or what the Applicant is referring to as being publicly known. It is merely only 
a requirement that the US applications have been filed before the date the current 
application was filed. Both US Patents meet this requirement. See MPEP 
706.02(f)(1)[R-5] for further information. 

14. Referring to Applicant's arguments on page 1 7 of the Remarks in regards to 
claim 6, the applicants argues that "Rich thus discloses that it is objects that have 
independent representations and that can be viewed separately by different 
transactions. It is not disclosed that each transaction local to a process is 
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independently handled at the process makes scheduling and recovery decision 
independent of any centralized component." 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. The examiner interprets that statements 
each transaction has an independent view of an object and the actions performed on 
transactions are isolated as meeting the requirements of the limitation which states 
"each transaction local thereto is independently handled at the process." Colum' 10, 
lines 31-41 and column 13, lines 8-14 were cited for stating the limitations of scheduling 
and recovery. 

The Applicant continues to argue that the transactions disclosed in Fouquet are 
not child transactions of the same parent. The examiner respectfully disagrees. As 
stated in column 4, lines 45-51 , these transactions are distributed transactions. It is 
well-know that distributed transactions come from an initial parent transaction. 

1 5. In regards to Applicant's arguments on page 1 9 of the Remarks concerning the 
rejections of claims 8 and 10, counter of Fouquet is considered to meet these limitations 
since it keeps track of the transactions and conflicting transactions. 

16. In regards to applicants' arguments concerning claim 12 on page 14, the 
examiner respectfully disagrees that Camp fails to disclose the message carrying any 
information about the work being committed. As pointed out in the rejection, this is the 
purpose of the token. Therefore, the rejections of claims 15-17 are maintained for the 
same reasons. 

17. In regards to applicants' arguments concerning claim 18, the examiner 
respectfully disagrees. Rich deals with propagating preferences that effect how the 
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transactions are executed. The user chooses to either commit [allow access] or discard 
[deny access]. This relates to more than just what values are propagated. The 
concepts of allowing or not allowing is considered to represent the extent to which the 
resource is allowed or denied. Claim 20 is maintained for the reasons stated above. 

18. In regards to applicants' arguments concerning claim 6, the examiner respectfully 
disagrees. Rich discloses that the work is transparently maintained. In order for the 
work to be transparently maintained, each transaction would have to be independently 
maintained. Furthermore, in column 14, lines 8-14, Rich states "each transaction and 
subtransaction is able to see a completely independent representation of the replicated 
object that is isolated from any other transaction and subtransaction. In this manner, 
actions performed relative to a replicated object can be isolated to the transaction or 
subtransaction performing the actions." Since the transactions are completely 
independent, the processes are considered to be capable of making their own 
decisions. 

19. Referring to Applicant's arguments on page 21 of the Remarks, the rejections of 
claims 10-1 1 have been maintained for the reasons stated above. 

20. Referring to Applicant's arguments on page 21 concerning the combination of 
Rich and Gupta have been maintained for the reasons stated above. 

21 . Referring to Applicant's arguments on page 22 of the Remarks referring to the 
breadth of interpretation of claims 23-27, the examiner points out that if a transaction is 
local to one process then it would be considered remote to another process. 
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Conclusion 

22. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to KIMBERLY LOVEL whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-2750. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 - 4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cottingham can be reached on (571) 272-7079. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Luke S. Wassum/ /Kimberly Lovel/ 

Primary Examiner Examiner 
Art Unit 2167 Art Unit 2167 

16 January 2009 
/kml/ 



